Recent research has provide very strong circumstantial evidence of the existence of neighbourhood effects in voting patterns at recent UK general elections. (See, for example, MacAllister et al, 2001; Johnston and Pattie, 2004; Johnston et al, 2004a Johnston et al, , 2005 Holding constant various individual voter characteristics which are linked to their party choice, these have shown that, for example, the more disadvantaged the individual's local neighbourhood milieu the more likely that he/she voted Labour rather than Conservative or Liberal Democrat. Similar people vote differently if they live in different sorts of places.
The usual reason adduced to account for these spatial variations is the neighbourhood effect. This hypothesises that people are influenced in their decision-making and behavioural patterns by their neighbours, with inter-personal conversation being the main means of transmitting such influence. Although there is an increasing body of evidence showing the impact of such conversations -that people who talk together, vote together (see Pattie and Johnston, 1999 , 2000 , 2001 ) -relatively little of this has grounded the geography of such conversations in the individuals' local neighbourhoods. (One of the few exceptions is Baybeck and Huckfeldt, 2002 .) Thus we know that inter-personal contacts influence voting decisions and that the residents of small neighbourhoods tend to vote the same way, whatever their social and other backgrounds, but the two have not been firmly linked together to demonstrate the existence of neighbourhood effects as postulated in the literature.
Indeed, five separate processes have been identified that could produce the same outcomes. (This list extends that suggested by Books and Prysby, 1991, drawing, among others, on Cox, 1969a.) 1. Local social interaction -the classic neighbourhood effect. This involves a process of 'conversion through conversation' or 'those who talk together vote together'. (The terms are from Miller, 1977 .) 2. Environmental selection. According to this process people choose to live (to the extent that they can) among people they wish to associate with. 3. Emulation. In this process, people choose to behave like their neighbours, even without interacting with them, on the basis of observed (or inferred) behavioural patterns. 4. Environmental observation. People see and hear about issues in their local neighbourhood and vote with their neighbours accordingly, in order to promote local interests.
5. Local pressure. Political parties actively seek support through canvassing and local campaigns, and people may therefore be influenced by the intensity of that local pressure to vote in a particular way. All five may well interact, of course, but to the extent that they are independent they suggest the following set of processes: (1) I talk with them and vote as they do; (2) I want to be like them so I live with them; (3) I live among them and want to be like them; (4) what I observe around me makes me vote with them; and (5) they want me to vote for them here. Disentangling their separate influence is difficult, but necessary if the exact processes underpinning observed patterns are to be isolated. In particular, if local social interaction is the core process involved in the production of neighbourhood effects -which is assumed in many studies although demonstrated in very few (such as Fitton, 1973, and Curtice, 19??) -research is needed which establishes that people who interact with their neighbours vote with them, irrespective of their individual characteristics.
A strategy designed to test whether 'people who talk together in their local neighbourhoods vote together' is adopted here, as a means of testing whether at least some of the observed variation consistent with the neighbourhood effect is linked to local social interaction. If people who interact with their neighbours -both formally and informally -and are comfortable within their milieux are more likely to behave in ways consistent with neighbourhood effects than those who interact relatively little, or not at all, then the neighbourhood effect is much more likely to be observed among active neighbourhood members than among 'isolates' -those who are not part of local social networks. (One of the few geographical studies to investigate this, using a specially-designed questionnaire, was Cox, 1969b : see also Baybeck and Huckfeldt, 2002.) If the first of the five postulated causes of spatial variations in voting behaviour that are consistent with neighbourhood effects is an important process producing those patterns, then those who interact locally should show more evidence of 'neighbourhood-effect-like' patterns than those who do not. To inquire whether this is indeed so, this paper extends recent work on voting patterns in the UK (Johnston et al, 2004a (Johnston et al, , 2005 by investigating the behaviour of individuals with different levels of participation in their local milieux -what we define below as neighbourhood social capital.
Identifying neighbourhood effects in bespoke neighbourhoods
Our data are taken from the British Household Panel Study (BHPS), initiated in 1991 with some 5,000 households and 10,000 individuals, from which eleven waves of data have now been made available. 1 We focus on one year, 1997, for which the data include how the individual respondents voted at the general election then, although we look only at those individuals for which we have full data on voting and other characteristics on other years in order to investigate neighbourhood social capital levels. The analyses employ a baseline model which relates whether or not the individual respondent voted Labour at that election with a set of individual characteristics routinely associated with party choice in such studies plus five variables which represent the nature of their local neighbourhood.
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The individual characteristic variables included in the model are:
Sex -a number of studies have indicated different propensities to support the two main British political parties (Conservative, Labour and Liberal Democrat) between males and females. Age -similarly, studies have indicated that older people are more likely to vote Conservative than for eithe r of the other two parties.
Occupational status -the classic class cleavage model of the British electorate has been used on many occasions to show differences between occupational classes in their propensity to support the different political parties (see, for example, Evans, 1999). The occupational status categorisation used here is that developed by Heath and Goldthorpe to reflect position in the division of labour (see Rose and Prevalin, 2003) , and comprises eleven categories, as shown in the tables below. The data refer to respondents' most recent occupations, so as to include those not currently in the workforce at the time of the survey.
Housing tenure -studies have shown, and provided a theoretical base for (e.g. Dunleavy, 1979; Dunleavy and Husbands, 1985) , substantial differences in support for the political parties depending on the respondent's household's position in the housing market, with those reliant on the public sector (social housing) much more likely to choose Labour. Five different tenures are included in the analysis.
Car availability -as with housing tenure, the availability of cars to a considerable extent indicates whether respondents rely on the public or private sectors for transport, as well as being a surrogate variable for wealth. Of these, age is included as a continuous variable in the regression model and the others are presented as series of dummy variables.
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The neighbourhood characteristic variables are factor scores obtained by an analysis of 18 measures derived from the 1991 census (Johnston et al, 2004b) . These measures have been calculated for bespoke neighbourhoods, small areas centred on each respondent's home. To create these, each respondent was placed in the 1991 census enumeration district which included her/his home address: 4 those districts -used for the administration of the census -contain on average just under 150 households and 500 residents. Using Pythagoras' theorem, further districts were added to that bespoke neighbourhood core until a set population threshold was crossed. For the analyses reported here, that threshold was 1000 persons, so for each survey respondent we have census data relating to the nearest 1000 persons to their home.
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Factor analysis of the 18 census variables at this (and all other) scales led to the extraction of five separate dimensions of neighbourhood characteristics (Johnston et al, 2004b) . Based on the loadings on those factors, they have been identified as:
3 Other variables also linked to voting in some studies have not been included, either because they are not available in the BHPS data, because exploratory analyses showed that they were not substantially associated with voting choice, or because the BHPS sample contained too few members of a particular group. (For example, ethnicity is often associated with Labour voting, and ethnicity was also one fo the neighbourhood dimensions identified, but there were very few non-white respondents in the BHPS.) 4 Work using bespoke neighbourhoods was initiated in the mid-1990s in studies of both voting (MacAllister et al, 2001 ) and social exclusion (Buck, 2001) . 5 Elsewhere, we have reported significant variations in voting patterns at several neighbourhood scales, but for simplicity of presentation here we concentrate on just one (Johnston et al, 2004a (Johnston et al, , 2005 Areas with positive scores were thus more urban in their character: those with negative scores were more rural. If neighbourhood effects were involved in some respondents' voting choices, then one or more of these five dimensions should be related to those choices, independent of the individuals' own characteristics. The guiding hypotheses are that although similar people tend to vote the same way, similar people living in different sorts of places are more likely to vote differently, consistent with their neighbours' choices.
To test for the existence of neighbourhood effects we modelled voting behaviour based on a series of individual characteristics for the respondents, to which were added the five bespoke neighbourhood characteristic variables. If patterns of voting consistent with neighbourhood effects are present, then there should be significant associations between party voted for at the 1997 general election and the neighbourhood variables, holding constant the individual characteristic variables. To test whether this was the case, our modelling strategy involved two stages: the first regressed 1997 vote on the individual characteristics alone; the second added the neighbourhood variables.
Our baseline model contains as independent variables the individual characteristics listed above. The dependent variable was whether the respondent voted Labour rather than either Conservative or Liberal Democrat at the 1997 election. (Abstainers and those who voted for other parties were excluded from the model.) Model I in Table 1 shows that use of these variables alone in a binomial regression successfully classified 65 per cent of the respondents into whether or not they voted Labour in 1997.
The relationships with the independent variables were as expected, save that there was no difference between males and females in their propensity to vote Labour. The negative signs indicate that older people were less likely to vote Labour, 6 as also were members of car-owning households. (The more cars available to a household the smaller the odds of their members voting Labour rather than for the other parties: the exponent shows that people living in households with three or more cars were only 0.3 as likely to vote Labour as those in households with no cars.) Those who rented their homes from either a local authority or a housing association were more than twice as likely to vote Labour as those who lived in dwellings that were owned outright; even those with mortgages were nearly 20 per cent more likely to vote Labour (an exponent of 1.19) than those who owned their homes without such a debt. Finally, those in blue-collar occupations were more likely to vote Labour than those in white-collar, with exponents of 2.77 and 2.95 respectively showing that skilled and semi-/un-skilled workers were almost three times more likely to vote Labour than those in the comparator occupational class -the higher service class comprising professionals and those in major managerial roles. These findings illustrate the continued salience of the class cleavage alongside that of consumption sectors in accounting for voting choice at British elections.
The five bespoke neighbourhood characteristic variables were added in Model II, with four of them proving statistically significant at the 0.05 level or greater, and two at the 0.001 level or greater. For the first of the five (socio-economic disadvantage), the positive b coefficient indicates that the more disadvantaged a respondent's neighbourhood the greater the odds that he/she would vote Labour rather than Conservative or Liberal Democrat, holding constant all of the individual characteristics. People in relatively disadvantaged areas were more likely to vote Labour, whatever their individual situations: those in the more advantaged areas were more likely to vote against Labour. Similarly, the positive coefficient for the fourth (ethnicity) factor indicates that the greater the concentration of people from ethnic minorities in a neighbourhood, the greater the probability that its residents voted Labour, again whatever their own personal characteristics. A positive coefficient for the fifth factor indicates that residents of urban areas were slightly more likely to vote Labour, whereas the negative coefficient for the second factor indicates that residents of the areas with more mobile populations were less likely to vote Labour.
The importance of the neighbourhood effects
The findings in Table 1 provide strong circumstantial evidence of the existence of neighbourhood effects, but interpretation of the partial regression coefficients and their exponents does not readily provide insights into the extent of those effects. Furthermore, because people of similar types tend to concentrate in particular places (or areas within towns and cities) it may be that the significance of the neighbourhood effects simply reflects that, because of collinearity between the individual and neighbourhood variables. To explore these issues further, three strategies are deployed.
The relative importance of individual and neighbourhood characteristics
To inquire into the extent of collinearity we look first at not only the size and significance of the partial regression coefficients in Models I and II but also the overall substantive impact of each variable (or set of variables in the case of those comprising more than one dummy variable). Comparing the regression coefficients for the individual characteristic variables in Table 1 shows that in most cases they are smaller in Model II than Model I. (With car availability, for example, the three coefficients of -0.43, -0.95 and -1.20 in Model I are reduced to -0.37, -0.80 and -1.01 respectively in Model II. Car ownership is one of the variables loading strongly on the first factor.) Clearly, some of the variation in voting choice associated with individual characteristics has been transferred to the neighbourhood variables, which is indicative of clustering effects: car owners tend to live in the less disadvantaged areas, and to vote for parties other than Labour, for example. Nevertheless, almost all of the individual characteristic variables which were statistically significant in Model I remain so in Model II, indicating that the two sets of effects -individual and neighbourhood -are additive:
7 people without access to cars are more likely to vote Labour than those with such access, but those without access are even more likely to vote Labour if they live in disadvantaged areas than are those who live in more advantaged neighbourhoods.
Sustaining this argument regarding the independent and additive impact of individual and neighbourhood variables are the Wald coefficients in Table 2 . The higher the coefficient the more significant that variable -or set of variables for those comprising series of dummies. 8 In Model I, the five Wald values indicate that occupational class had the largest independent impact, followed by car availability and then age and housing tenure. That ordering of the four remains in place in Model II, although all of those Wald coefficients are substantially smaller once the bespoke neighbourhood characteristics have been added. More importantly, the second-largest Wald coeffic ient is not for one of the individual characteristics. Instead, that for the first (socio-economic disadvantage) neighbourhood factor is almost as large as that for occupational class. The implication is very clear: there are very substantial differences between neighbourhoods on the socio-economic disadvantage scale in the propensity of similar people to vote Labour, irrespective of who lives there.
9 This is not the case with the other four neighbourhood scales, however. Indeed, the second largest Wald va lue for these is only one one-seventh that of the largest and is considerably smaller than the coefficient for any of the individual characteristic variables other than sex. Variations in voting propensity according to neighbourhood characteristics are largely associated with levels of socio-economic disadvantage of local populations.
7 In a logistic model, they are multiplicative 8 Wald coefficients are the equivalent of partial regression coefficients for variables, including dummy variables, in logistic regressions, and indicate the relative influence of each on the dependent variable. 9 It is feasible that this finding reflects the operation of unobserved variables -individual characteristics which vary systematically across the neighbourhood continua and which are themselves associated with voting choice. No such other variables have been identified which result in a substantial reduction of the neighbourhood effect relationships, however (Johnston et al, 2005) .
Voting by stereotypical individuals
But how large are the differences between neighbourhoods? In this second evaluation, we identify the extent of the independent effects. The exponent for the first neighbourhood factor of 1.52 suggests a 50 per cent increase in the propensity to vote Labour for every increase in the factor score of one standard deviation. (Factor scores have zero mean and unit variance.) But that is a partia l relationship: how big are the differences when all of the other variables are held constant? To answer this, we look at the voting patterns of two stereotypical individuals This procedure involves evaluating Model II for different values of the independent variables. Logistic regressions have the form:
where p is the probability of supporting Labour; ln is the natural logarithm a is the regressio n constant and b 1 … b n are the regression coefficients for the n independent variables The value of p can then be obtained as
To evaluate the impact of one of the n variables, with all others held constant at some value, the equation is evaluated at fixed values for all of the variables other than that of interest, and then calculating the values of p for different values of the remaining variable.
In setting all other variables to fixed values, we are in effect defining stereotypical individuals. We focus on two here: 10 1. A stereotypical upper-middle class male, aged 45, in the higher service class, who lives in an owner-occupied home on which there is no mortgage, and who has three or more cars available in his household; and 2. A stereotypical working-class male, aged 45, who has a semiskilled occupation, lives in a home rented from a local authority and has no cars available to his household. The probability of each of these individuals voting Labour is 0.31 and 0.85 respectively, holding constant neighbourhood variations (i.e. for an average neighbourhood on each of the five factors).
To explore the variation in these two probabilities in different types of bespoke neighbourhood the relevant regression coefficients are added to equations (1) and (2): for the present purposes they are evaluated at a number of points between -2 and +2 on the relevant scales (95 per cent of all neighbourhoods lie within this range on the normalised scale). Figure 1 shows the variations along the socio-economic disadvantage scale, and indicates considerable differences between the polar extremes, especially for the stereotypical middle-class individual whose probability of voting Labour ranges from 0.16 in the lest disadvantaged neighbourhoods to 0.50 in the most disadvantaged: the comparable probabilities for the working-class individual (who was in any case much more likely to vote Labour) are 0.71 and 0.93, still a substantial difference. Variations are much less on the other factor with a highly significant relationship with voting, however, as shown in Figure 2 . The difference between neighbourhoods with the lowest and highest ethnicity scores in the probability of voting Labour for the middle-class individual is only 0.08; for the working-class individual it is even less, at 0.05.
Voting by different socio-economic groups
The most substantial difference across bespoke neighbourhoods in probability of voting Labour thus occurs when they are defined according to socio-economic disadvantage. This is indicated in the third way of illustrating the extent of neighbourhood effects. Table 3 shows the percentage of respondents who voted Labour in each occupational class and housing tenure (excluding those with relatively small Ns), when the population is split into quintiles according to their neighbourhood socio-economic disadvantage. These indicate, with very few exceptions, that the more disadvantaged the neighbourhood the greater the observed likelihood of a Labour vote (as against predicted, in Figures 1 and 2) , within each class and housing tenure. Individual characteristics and local milieux are separate and independent influences on how people vote.
Differences in neighbourhood effects by levels of neighbourhood social capital
Are those separate influences equally important for all individuals? As already suggested, people who interact with their neighbours, who participate in neighbourhood activities, and who like the areas they live in should be more open to influences from their milieux than those who are either or both of 'isolates' and unhappy with their neighbourhood.
Testing whether this is the case requires splitting the sample according to such characteristics. Each year the BHPS asks respondents whether they like their neighbourhood, whether they wish to leave it, and whether they have moved in the previous year. Responses to these questions should enable division of the sample into those more likely to be subject to neighbourhood influences than others. Those who like their neighbourhood should be more involved in it and thus more open to influence from their neighbours and more active in influencing others locally; those who wish to leave may be dis-satisfied because of negative rela tionships with their neighbours; and those who have recently moved in may not yet have developed strong links with neighbours that could be the basis for neighbourhood effects.
Splitting respondents according to one or more of these three indicators does not readily allow testing for such differences, however, because of small Ns. On whether or not they like their neighbourhood, too few gave a negative response in 1997 to provide a viable sub-sample: only 7 per cent did not like their home neighbourhood. Similarly, although 33 per cent indicated that they wanted to move from their current neighbourhood, only 8 per cent wanted to do so for neighbourhood-related reasons. Indeed, 87 per cent of those who wanted to move for other reasons responded that they liked their current neighbourhood, suggesting that they may be well-integrated with their neighbours socially, but nevertheless wanted to live elsewhere. Neither variable thus provided a substantial enough sub-sample to test for differences in the impact of the neighbourhood milieux on their voting behaviour. Finally, although 27 per cent of the respondents had moved in the preceding five years (i.e. since the previous general election) most had moved between similar types of neighbourhood and had not been exposed to different milieux.
Neighbourhood social capital
In the eighth wave of the BHPS respondents were asked a series of attitudinal questions regarding their local neighbourhood and, by restricting our analyses to those who (a) voted in the 1997 general election, (b) answered the neighbourhood attitude questions in the following wave and (c) had not moved between the seventh and eighth waves of the survey, it is possible to split the sample according to what McCulloch (2003) , using the same data and building on the pioneering work of Putnam (2000) and his many followers, has termed neighbourhood social capital (see also Subramanian et al, 2003) . The eight questions and the percentage distributions of responses are shown in Table 4 . In all but one of the cases a majority of the respondents agreed with the statement given, but nevertheless a substantial minority either disagreed or neither agreed nor disagreed. Most of the respondents had positive feelings towards their neighbourhood and neighbours, and interacted with them, therefore -which is consistent with the findings that few disliked their neighbourhood and few wished to leave their current homes for neighbourhood reasons.
Using the responses to these eight attitudinal questions, we produced a neighbourhood attitude scale by allocating a score of 1 to a 'strongly agree' answer, 2 to an 'agree' answer and so forth and summing these scores across all eight questions. This produces a scale ranging potentially from 8 -those with greatest neighbourhood social capital -to 40 -those with least. The mean score was just under 19, with a standard deviation of 5. (The median was 18 and the upper and lower quartiles 16 and 22 respectively.) 11 The lower the score, the greater the respondent's degree of local social interaction (as indicated by the nature of the questions) -although, of course, the spatial scale involved (i.e. the size of the area that respondents associated with their neighbourhood) is not known.
Neighbourhood social capital and voting
To test whether the apparent neighbourhood effect was equally strong whatever the respondent's level of neighbourhood social capital, we re-ran the model II regression reported in Table 1 for various sub-sets of the sample. In the first set of re-runs, we divided the sample at the median, into those with relatively high and low neighbourhood social capital; in the second, we divided the respondents into quartiles. Table 5 gives the regression coefficients for the five factors only, as these are the focus of attention.
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Two conclusions stand out from the regression results in these tables -as shown by both the partial regression coefficients and the Wald coefficients. 1. The lower an individual respondent's level of neighbourhood social capital, the weaker the apparent neighbourhood effect; and 2. Such neighbourhood effects are mainly identifiable for the socio-economic disadvantage factor.
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The former conclusion is very clear-cut. As the level of neighbourhood social capital declines, so do both the regression coefficient for the socio-economic disadvantage factor and its associated Wald coefficient. With the sample split into two, for example (the first block of results in Table 5 ), the regression coefficient for those with most neighbourhood social capital is almost twice that for those with least (0.54 and 0.30 respectively), while the statistical significance, as shown by the Wald coefficient, differs by a factor of more than 3. When the division is by quartiles, there is a substantial drop in both coefficients: from 0.61 through 0.49 and 0.40 to 0.23 for the partial regression coefficients and from 33.1 to 7.6 for the Wald coefficients. Neighbourhood effects are thus both stronger and statistically more significant among those with high neighbourhood social capital -those who participate in neighbourhood activities and interact with their neighbours -than among those who are relatively isolated in their home districts.
With regard to the latter conclusion, for four of the bespoke neighbourhood factors when the sample is subdivided according to neighbourhood social capital, either there is little or no difference in the extent of the variations between groups -as in the case of the ethnicity factor when the sample is split into two halves -or, which is the case with all of the other factors, there is virtually no evidence at all of a neighbourhood effect. It is thus only differences between neighbourhoods in their level of socioeconomic disadvantage which are reflected in voting patterns that are consistent with neighbourhood effects.
This conclusion is illustrated by the data in Table 6 , which replicates Table 2 in showing percentages voting Labour in different occupational and housing classes, but subdivided according to level of neighbourhood social capital: the upper block shows the figures for those in the highest quartile and the lower block for those in the lowest quartile. Some of the categories have been excluded because of small cell sizes: others (in the occupational class division) have been grouped together to circumvent the same problem. 14 The differences between the least and most disadvantaged neighbourhoods (the first and the fifth columns) in percentages voting Labour are much greater among those with high neighbourhood social capital. For example, for 12 The regression coefficients for the individual characteristic variables are very largely the same as those shown in Table 1 . 13 Division of the sample at the median does produce a significant association with the ethnicity factor in both halves, with no significant difference in the regression coefficient for the two. As already noted, because we have no individual ethnicity variable in the analyses, it is not possible to evaluate to what extent this reflects a clustering effect only. When the sample is divided into quartiles, those significant links with neighbourhood ethnicity very largely disappear. 14 The two service class categories have been combined; routine non-manual and personal service workers have been combined; and the three manual classes (foremen; skilled; and semi/un-skilled) have also been combined. the three occupational classes shown there, the ratios between the three percentages in the fifth and first columns for those having the highest neighbourhood social capital are 2.7 (72/27), 2.6 and 1.9 respectively: among those with the lowest neighbourhood social capital they are 1.4, 1.9 and 1.4. Similarly, for housing tenure they are 3.0 and 2.5 for the two owner-occupier groups with high social capital, compared with 1.3 and 1.6 for those in the lowest quartile for neighbourhood social capital.
Finally, Figures 3 and 4 show the variations in the probability of voting Labour by the two stereotypical individuals defined above, subdivided according to their level of neighbourhood social capital. In general, there are greater variations among the middle-class (Figure 3 ) than among the working-class individuals (Figure 4) , reflecting the overall greater propensity of the latter to vote Labour, whatever their neighbourhood location, in an election that produced a Labour landslide. In both classes, the slope -as indicated by the regression coefficients (Table 5 ) -is steepest for those with the highest neighbourhood social capital and shallowest for those with least.
One further difference between the two stereotypical individuals is in the location of the greatest differences in predicted Labour voting. Among the middle class individuals (Figure 3 ) there is greater variation in the probability of a Labour vote in the more disadvantaged areas, whereas among the working class (Figure 4) , the greatest variation is in the least disadvantaged areas -those with high negative scores. Within the middle class, the probability of voting Labour varies by c.0.2 in the most disadvantaged areas but by c.0.1 only in the least disadvantaged: within the working class, the respective ranges are c0.05 and c.0.15 respectively. In other words, for each class there is much less variation in their propensity to vote Labour, whatever their level of neighbourhood social capital, in neighbourhoods where members of that class are concentrated than in neighbourhoods where they are in the minority. This is entirely consistent with the social interaction version of the neighbourhood effect hypothesis: those who are in a small minority locally are most likely to be converted to the majority view, especially if they interact strongly with their neighbours.
Conclusions
A number of studies of voting patterns in the UK have produced strong circumstantial evidence that is consistent with neighbourhood effects, suggesting that similar people vote differently according to where they live. Many of these analyses have not only had to rely on ecological inference, however, but have only been able to use relatively poor quality data for identifying neighbourhood effects, especially with regard to the size of the neighbourhood under investigation. Recent studies, using speciallydesigned bespoke neighbourhoods, have produced much more convincing evidence. This remains circumstantial, but is harder to dismiss than that which was subject to sustained criticism by Dunleavy (1979 Dunleavy ( , 1980 ; see also Harrop, 1980 ) some decades ago.
One further problem with almost all studies of the neighbourhood effect to date has been an inability with the available data to distinguish between the relative importance of different arguments regarding the processes underpinning such observed (assumed) effects. The classic neighbourhood effect hypothesis is based on arguments that people are influenced in their voting decisions through face-to-face interactions with their neighbours in a variety of social settings and networks, both formal and informal. But other assumed processes offer equally valid accounts for the same outcomes. To sustain the case that neighbourhood variations in voting result from inter-personal influence -'conversion through conversation' -requires data which show, at the very least, that those most involved in such conversations are the most likely to provide evidence consistent with the effect.
That is what has been produced here. These analyses he re have provided much stronger evidence than available in almost all other studies of neighbourhood effects that locally-focused social interaction influences people's voting choices. Using data on both individual and bespoke neighbourhood characteristics, we have shown that voters who are deeply embedded in their local milieux -i.e. have high levels of neighbourhood social capital -are much more likely to vote for the most-preferred party locally than are those who are much more isolated and lack such well-developed local social networks. In areas of relatively high socio-economic disadvantage, residents were much more likely to vote Labour at the 1997 UK general election than would be expected from knowledge of their individual characteristics alone, whereas in areas of very low socio-economic disadvantage similar people were much more likely to vote either Conservative or Liberal Democrat. Furthermore, this difference is very much more apparent among those with high neighbourhood social capital than among those with only low levels and who are assumed to be 'isolates' who have relatively few contacts with their neighbours.
Neighbourhood effects, according to these findings, are strongest among people who participate in their neighbourhoods. Thus it is possible to conclude, much more strongly than has heretofore been possible, that 'those who talk together locally, vote together', irrespective of social background. 
